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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

In response to the Office Action dated September 7, 2007, which was made final, and in 
conjunction with the Request for Continued Exaixunation (RCE) submitted herewith, clauxis 2, 7 and 
10 have been canceled, and claims 1, 6 and 11 have been amended Claims 1, 3-6, 8-9 and 11-15 
remain in the application. Re-cxamination and re-considcration of the application, as amended, is 

requested. 

The Office Action, on page 2, stated that Figures 1 and 2 should be designated with a "Prior 
Art" legend. 

Applicants' attorney respectfully traverses this requirement. Specifically, Applicants' attorney 
submits that Figures 1 and 2 do not illustrate the pnor art- Note that Figure 1 includes an 
application program 108, and the Sheet Set Manager of the present invention is implemented in the 
application program 108 (althoxigh die Sheer Set Manager may be implemented in the operating 
system 108). Note also that Figure 2 further illustrates the components of the appHcarion program 
1 08 in accordance with a preferred embodiment of the present invention. The application program 
108 is not in the prior art, and thus Figures 1 and 2 do not illustrate the prior art. Consequently, 
Applicants' attorney requesis that this requirement be withdrawn. 

m. Prior Art RejegpfliM 

On pages 2-5 of die Office Action, claims 1-3, 5-8, 10-13 and 15 weic rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103 as being obvious in view of the combination of U.S. Patent 6,446,953 ^onney), U.S. 
Patent Publication 2004/0078394 (Powdl) and U,S. Patent 6,633,674 (Barnes). On pages 5-6 of the 
Office Action, claims 4, 5, 9, 10, 14 and 15 ate rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious in 
view of die combination of Bonney, Powell, Barnes and U.S. Patent Publication 2004/0088657 
(Brown). 

Applicants' attorney respectfully traverses these rejections. 

Independent claims 1, 6 and 11 have been amended to overcome die rejections based on die 
dted references. Specifically, the independent claims now recite that the Sheet Set Manager includes 
a Transmittal and Archive function fot automatically packaging, communicating and storing of die 
Sheet Set, Subsets and Sheets, and associated files, as a cohesive unit, such that the Transmittal and 
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Archive function auiomacicaJly collects all files related to the Sheet Set, Subsets and Sheets, including 
finding a fiist set of that store the Sheet Set, Subsets and Sheets, finding a second set of files 
that are required to continue working on the Sheet Set, and packaging together the first and second 
set of files. (See, e.g.. Applicants' specification at page 14.) 

The combioation oi' references docs not teach or surest these limitations. 

Bonney merely describes hiezajchical drawing sheet management. However, as admitted by 
die Office Action, Bonney does not teach or suggest a Transmittal and Archive function similar to 
that recited in Applicants' claims. Nonetheless, the Office Action asserts that Powell teaches an 
electronic envelope that packages, communicates and stores documents electtooically. However, as 
admitted by the Office Action, neither Bonney not Powell expressly discloses transmittal and 
archive. Nonetheless, the Office Action asserts that Barnes teaches pictuie archiving and 
communication. 

Applicants' attorney disagrees, in view of the amendments set fortli above, and the 
arguments set forth below. .Applicants* attorney submits that the combination of references do not 
teach or suggest a Transmittal and Archive function as recited in Applicants' independent claims. 

For example, die electronic envelope of Powell requires that the user generate, select or 
identify all of the documents that are to be collected within the envelope. However, nothing in 
Powell suggests that a function of the system may automatically collect the documents. Moreover, 
ite electronic envelope of PoweE does not store the same type of files as recited in Apphcaots' 
claims, namely files related to the Sheet Set, Subsets and Sheets. Instead, the electronic envelope of 
Powell includes Type A documents ^.e., any document), XI document ^information for automating . 
the processing of die Type iS. document by the recipient), digital signatures, public certificates, and 
X2 documents (control data for the envelope). 

In another example, Banxes merely describes the use of image compression in archiving 
pictures. However, nothing in Barnes suggests that a function of die system may automaticfllly 
collect the documents. Moreover, die archiving of Barnes does not involve the same type of files as 
recited in Apphcants' claims, namely files related to the Sheet Set, Subsets and Sheets. Instead, the 
archiving of Barnes relates to the compression of images created in a medical environment. 

la yet anodier example. Brown merely describes the use of virtual font files, which may be 
referenced by a CAD drawiiig. However, nothing in Brown suggests that a fimcrion of the system 
may automatically collect the fonts with the drawings for transmittal and archive. Specifically, 
nothing in Brown refers to a function that automatically collects all files related to Sheet Sets, 
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Subsets and Sheets, including finding files that store the Sheet Sets, Subsets and Sheets, finding files 
that are required to continue working on the Sheet Set, and padcaging together die found files as 
part of a Ttanstnittal and Archive function that automaticaHy packages, communicates and stores of 
the Sheet Sets, Subsets and Sheets, and associated files, as a cohesive unit. 

Consequently, the combination of references does not teach or suggest all the limitations of 
Applicants' independent claims. Moreover, the various elements of Applicants' claim ed invention 
together provide operational advantages over Bonney, Powell, Baxnes and Brown. In addition, 
Applicants' invenrion solves problems not recognized by Bonney, Powell, Barnes and Brown. 

Thus, Applicants' attorney submits that independent claims 1, 6 and 1 1 are allowable over 
Bonney, Powell, Barnes and Brown. Further, dependent claims 3-5, 8-9 and 12-15 axe submitted to 
be allowable over Bonney, Powell, Barnes and Brown in the same manner, because tliey aie 
dependent on iadependent claims 1, 6 and 11, respectively, and thus contain all the Umitadons of the 
independent claims. In addition, dependent claims 3-5, 8-9 and 12-15 recite additional novel 
elements not shown by Bonney, Powell, Barnes and Brown. 



IV. Conclusion 

In view of the above, it is submitted that this appKcation is now in good order for allowance 
and such allowance is respectfully solicited. 

Should tie Examiner believe minor matters still remain that can be resolved in a telephone 
interview, the Eyamifier is urged to call Applicants' undersigned attorney. 

Respectfully submiited, 

GATES ac COOPER LLP 
Anomeys for Applicants 



Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West. Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 641-8797 

Name: oeorge H. Gati 



Date: Dfiqmbct 7. 2007 

jeorg^ H. Gates 

GHG/ Reg. No.: 33,500 

G&C 3056G.32D-US-01 
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